Background. Butler University College of Pharmacy and Health Sciences (COPHS) developed a mentoring program between students enrolled in the Freshmen Health Sciences Seminar (PX100) and student-pharmacists in the first through third professional years, with the goal of better preparing the preprofessionals for the college's curriculum. Methods. Mentees were randomly assigned to mentors. The course required 3 contacts, with formal documentation of each, and a reflective assessment of the experience. Upon completing the semester, we evaluated the program by considering the types and methods of contacts, positive or negative reactions, and recommendations for future improvement. Results. The majority of students gave the program high ratings, with 74% of the mentees and 64% of the mentors reporting a positive experience. Conclusion. We expect the mentoring experience will continue as a means of informing future preprofessional students about the pharmacy program's requirements and of fostering professional growth.
INTRODUCTION
Mentors are often credited for having a great impact on the professional development of younger colleagues, and the mentoring process serves both career development and psychosocial functions within an organization. [1] [2] [3] [4] The business literature demonstrates that having more seasoned colleagues as mentors provides new recruits with greater exposure and access to career opportunities (eg, promotions, higher compensation, mobility, career satisfaction). Furthermore, the interpersonal aspects of a mentoring relationship may enhance a mentee's socialization within an organization, increase job satisfaction, and decrease employee turnover. 1, 4 The outcomes of mentoring may be affected by the formality of the relationship or by gender differences. Informal, spontaneous mentoring relationships appear to provide the greatest benefits. While formal, employer-assisted mentoring programs can provide the psychosocial functions of mentoring, they should be designed to supplement rather than replace informal systems. Nevertheless, providing formal mentoring relationships appears to be better than not mentoring individuals at all. 2, 4 The apparent effect of gender differences between the mentor and mentee on mentoring relationships may prove to be minimal when matched samples are considered. 1, 3 Formal mentoring in the business world appears more common than in the academic world. Within academic settings, faculty-faculty mentoring is more common than faculty-student or student-student mentoring. Among the health professions, the nursing literature provides the greatest number of descriptions of mentoring programs. [5] [6] [7] [8] The pharmacy literature offers some discussion of mentoring among students; however, it lacks information on mentoring that occurs between the preprofessional and professional years. 9 In 1996, Richardson and colleagues described the use of student mentors in an undergraduate pharmacy ethics course. 10 What they describe as a mentorship could be described as a teaching experience for the mentor, with responsibilities in leading class discussions, providing tutoring, and participating in assessment activities. Fung and colleagues described an internet mentoring program, using practitioners as mentors to pharmacy students. 11 This program was definitely innovative in its design and positively affected student professionalism, but it did not consider some of the issues that our student-student mentoring study attempted to address.
In 1999, the College of Pharmacy and Health Sciences (COPHS) at Butler University implemented a mentoring program as part of its Freshman Health Sciences Seminar (PX100) course. The observations of faculty members beforehand indicated that many preprofessional pharmacy (PP) students appeared overwhelmed by their initial college experiences and ill informed about the current expectations of their chosen profession. Faculty members thought an upper-class mentor might assist the PP students' transition into the university environment, and enhance their understanding of the rigors of the pharmacy program. Therefore, for its mentoring program, the PX100 course paired the PP students with student-pharmacists in their first, second, or third year of the professional phase (P1, P2, or P3). A specific description of their assignment and a grading rubric was provided to the PP students (these materials are available by e-mail upon request from the author.)
Although mentoring has always been a part of PX100, this was the first time the program was formally assessed. The authors have served as course facilitators since the program's inception. Anecdotal information from our experiences prompted an in depth interest in the program's value.
Goals of the Program
In recent years, at the annual meetings of the American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy (AACP) in particular, a national trend appears to be developing toward using the term student-pharmacist as opposed to pharmacy student. The COPHS faculty has chosen to use this reference as a means of developing a sense of professionalism among its student body, and we have intentionally used student-pharmacist in the context of the mentoring program. We have made the same choice for the purpose of this paper, for the same reasons. The college's goals for the mentoring program were three-fold. The primary goal was to better prepare the preprofessional student for the expectations of the pharmacy program. Secondary goals were to develop professional phase students as exceptional student-pharmacist role models, and to encourage the professional development and involvement of all students. Messages from current students about the pharmacy curriculum, courses, and corresponding workload are better received than when faculty members attempt to convey the same information, and the messages may be perceived to have more credibility. The creation of introductory pharmacy practice experiences (IPPEs) may offer opportunities for the more advanced student-pharmacists to become active role models for those enrolled in the earlier years of the program. What has been started with the PX100 mentoring program therefore becomes a longitudinal experience. We ultimately envision a tiered mentoring program that encourages continued growth and development, increased activity in professional organizations, and enhanced service in the community throughout the professional lives of our students.
METHODS
The mentees provided personal information on 4" x 6" index cards, including name, phone number (if preferred), e-mail address, interests, and hobbies. They were also asked to explain why they had chosen pharmacy as a career and to provide a single question that they would most like to have answered. The mentors completed similar information cards. In place of a question, they indicated one piece of experience-based information that they would like to pass on. The course coordinator then randomly assigned the mentees to their mentors during the first 2 weeks of class. In business, mentors are apt to be selected more carefully or are the deliberate choice of the mentee. 12 Our method, in contrast, intentionally matched students who initially were unknown to one another.
The PP students enrolled in PX100 were randomly assigned to a P1, P2, or P3 student-pharmacist. Participation in the mentoring activity accounted for 10% of a PP student's grade in PX100. The majority of mentors were P1 class members (68%) enrolled in the Introduction to Pharmacy Practice (RX350) course, in which the mentoring program was a course requirement accounting for 8% of their final grade. The P2 mentors (23%) volunteered their time and effort without receiving any course credit for participation in the activity. The P3 mentors (9%) received extra credit for their participation from the instructor in their Self-Care and Health Promotion I (RX515) course.
The PX100 course outcomes and objectives asked the PP students to develop a mentoring relationship with a student-pharmacist enrolled in the upper-class years of the professional program, and to assess and evaluate the mentor-mentee relationship in the context of their academic and career goals. According to the syllabus requirements, the mentees initiated the 3 required contacts with their mentors, with the first one simulating the experience of making a "cold call." The mentees chose to make their contacts via e-mail, in person (face-to-face), or by telephone, and determined the content and direction of the interaction. The types Numerical reference to important comments of contacts, as described in the syllabus, were academic, professional, social, recreational, or cultural. The PP students and the P1 mentors documented their contacts to receive credit in their respective courses. They also wrote reflective statements of the overall experience. The P2 mentors provided no documentation; P3 mentors summarized their contacts to receive extra credit.
A data collection key was created prior to evaluating the students' documentation (Table 1) to ensure reviews were consistent and to standardize data entry. In an effort to reduce the potential for bias, one evaluator reviewed the sets of documentation while the other compiled and entered the accumulated data into a spreadsheet. To ensure accuracy and consistency, work completed by one evaluator was checked by the other evaluator. For each mentor-mentee meeting we considered the method of contact, type of contact, and the mentor's response. We also tallied the number of additional contacts beyond the required 3. We used the reflective statements to determine the mentees' and mentors' evaluations of the activities, and whether the PP students suggested a social type meeting (ie, a "mixer") for the first contact. Finally, reflective statements offering particularly good suggestions for improvements, good insights into the program, or extraordinary efforts in making contacts were noted so they could be further evaluated.
RESULTS
The PX100 course enrollment totaled 157 prepharmacy or prehealth sciences students. Three transfer students were concurrently enrolled in the RX350 course; however, they still completed the mentoring program as a mentee. Ten PP students opted to have more than one mentor when the number of upper-class volunteers exceeded the number required. Table 2 shows the collated data from the 167 mentormentee relationships that were developed. The communication method used, the type of activity in which they were engaged, and an assessment of the mentors' replies is noted for each of the 3 contacts. Over a quarter of the mentees (29%) contacted their mentors more than the required 3 times. Of those, 54% made 1 additional contact, and 40% made 2 additional contacts. Two of the mentees made 3 additional contacts, and 1 mentee made 4 additional contacts. Table 3 presents a comparison of the mentees and mentors' overall evaluations of the program. We noted particular comments or themes in the students' reflective statements and then used those to assess the program's value. Sixty-three students (38%) planned to continue contact with their mentor after the course ended. Fifty-nine students (35%) commented on the importance or potential value of face-to-face meetings. Of those, 20 relationships were based solely on e-mail communication; 23 included only 1 face-to-face encounter; and 10 included only 2 face-to-face encounters. Busy, hectic schedules were also a predominant theme (n=57, 34%) and a cause of frustration when the mentors and/or mentees were unable to arrange meeting times. Nine (5.4%) students suggested a "mixer" or social activity as a means to meet their mentor.
In consideration of possible differences in participation related to gender, we compared the responses of same-sex mentor-mentee relationships (female-female, male-male) with different-sex mentor-mentee relationships (female-male, male-female). By random assignment, two thirds (n=112, 67%) of the mentoring relationships were students of the same sex. Of these, 33 (29%) had more than the required 3 contacts, and 83 (74%) of the PP student mentees and 75 (67%) of the mentors reported a positive relationship. Among the 55 (33%) relationships that paired students of a different sex, a positive relationship was indicated by 39 (71%) of the PP student mentees and 30 (55%) of the mentors. Although evaluations by mentors paired with a mentee of the opposite sex appeared less positive, this may not be representative of the overall perception of these mentors since 13% of them were P2 students who did not evaluate the program. In a similar number of different-sex relationships (n=16, 29%), the students had more than the required 3 contacts.
DISCUSSION
Based upon student evaluations, the mentoring program was a success. The majority (74% of the PP students; 64% of the mentors) reported a positive reaction to the program. An argument can be made that attaching a grade to the activity forced students' interactions; however, that was our purpose. We wished only to encourage and reward student-student interaction. We recognized that simple contact does not guarantee positive outcomes, so students were given equal credit for reporting either positive or negative results from their mentoring encounters. Evaluations of the interactions will help us to guide and develop the mentoring program for the future. In retrospect, we should have paired the PP student-pharmacists with P1 student-pharmacists to ensure uniformity of the experiences. However, it was simpler to expand the mentor pool with P2 and P3 student-pharmacists.
As expected, most of the first contacts between mentor and mentee were by e-mail (85%) as this was the easiest and most comfortable communication method between students who did not know each other. Also as expected, the primary purpose of the first contact focused on discussing academic activities (96%). To help ease some of the tension associated with making a "cold call," the syllabus provided the mentees with the following questions that could be asked of the mentors:
1. What does your mentor think about the high school to college transition? 2. What individuals does he/she have as mentors? 3. What strategies has the mentor used to succeed?
By their nature, these questions focused the initial contact on primarily academic concerns. With continued contacts, e-mail exchange declined (42%) as faceto-face meetings (50%) emerged as the preferred method of communication. Thus, as the students became more familiar with each other, they were more likely to meet in person. Additionally, the type of contacts varied more by the third meeting (36% academic, 34% professional, and 26% social). This trend was encouraged by requiring the mentors and mentees to attend a professional meeting together (eg, studentpharmacist organization). We recognized that 3 required contacts might be insufficient to develop a mentoring relationship, and we would have required more; however, the PX 100 course was designed to meet only for the first 7 weeks of the semester, making it difficult for the students to have more than 3 contacts in that short amount of time.
Over the course of the semester, many PP students verbalized that they would have preferred a pre-arranged social meeting as their first contact with their mentor. A number of students appeared quite anxious about contacting someone they did not know, and recommended that the mentor be the one responsible for contacting the mentee. Also, the 9 students who recommended a "mixer" or similar social activity did so because they experienced anxiety over the first meeting with their mentor.
A concern of ours was that students might not have been completely honest in their assessments in order to influence their grades. To address this, we matched each mentor's report with that of their mentee and compared them for discrepancies in order to identify any falsified accounts of the experience. We found that the matched reports were strikingly similar in detail. Therefore, we are confident that the students wrote what they truly thought. In fact, some students did not hesitate to express dissatisfaction with the program.
Some mentors expressed dissatisfaction with the responses they received from their mentees (lack of interest, motivation, etc). It may be that the upper-class P1 mentors had greater expectations than the mentees, having experienced the program themselves as freshmen. The mentors may have had a more positive attitude than the mentees because they were already committed to their academic career path and therefore more focused. Several student comments are highlighted below:
Mentee Comments (PP students)
• "Even though you are a pharmacy major and have to work a lot harder than many people on this campus, you have to make time to go out, socialize, and have fun with your friends. You can not study all of the time; the grades will come. And most importantly; C means continue." • "The only problem I found with this program was that some of the females, including myself, were paired with males. Even though I found my contacts helpful, I did not feel we had a real connection and I think it would have been different if I would have had a female mentor."
• "While having an upper class mentor is nice, there were also some weaknesses in the relationship. One of them was the lack of time that the two of us had to actually meet with one another. The fact is that we were both busy people so finding a time to meet became hard."
Mentor Comments (P1 student-pharmacists)
• "I was wondering if maybe my mentee would have been more receptive to a male instead of a female. Especially having me for a mentor. I am older, married, already graduated, and a transfer student." • "I hope that I was able to provide him with useful tips and to try to let him learn from a few of my mistakes. I'm not sure if I was able to accomplish this.
[He] was a nice student but I think he is possibly doomed to repeat my mistakes despite my warnings. With some other students, I think that they may take advice more seriously and learn from the mentor."
• "I picked him [the PP student] up and took him out to the retail store where I work. I showed him around the pharmacy and let him watch prescriptions go through the whole filling process. He was very interested in the patient interactions the pharmacist had."
Of note is the lack of gender matching mentioned by a few participants. Some mentees expressed that they might have felt more comfortable if their mentor had been the same sex. Similarly, at least one mentor noticed the mentee's level of discomfort and thought the mentee would have gained more from the program if the students had been gender matched (ie, female-female, or malemale). The Bem Sex-Role Inventory and its application to pharmacists' comfort level with patient counseling offers one explanation. 13 Traditionally feminine or traditionally masculine individuals tend to be more comfortable with members of the same sex. In comparing the same-sex mentoring relationships with different-sex relationships, there were no noted significant differences, although several of the comments highlighted this consideration in regards to individual pairings. The number of positive PP mentee evaluations was slightly higher (74%) and the number of mentor evaluations was higher (67%) in samesex relationships compared to evaluations by those in the different-sex matches (71%, 55%). The number of pairs reporting more than 3 contacts was also the same (29%) in both groups. Same-sex matching may be an area to consider when making future mentoring assignments and is worthy of further investigation. However, fostering inter-gender professional relationships may be more valuable when considering practitioners' needs in "the real world."
The student comments have helped us to formulate plans for improving the mentoring program for future classes. Freshmen admitted to Butler in 1999 were the first group of mentees, and they became mentors in 2001 as they entered the professional phase of the pharmacy curriculum. We have found their insights to be of special interest because they have experienced both sides of the mentoring program.
Future Plans
The mentoring activity underwent revision for PP students enrolled in PX100 for fall 2003 and beyond. Based upon student and faculty member input, we recommended the following changes:
• Develop the mentoring relationship by pairing PP students with only P1 students who are enrolled in RX350. This makes the matching process more manageable, and enhances the uniformity of the experience.
• Consider the need for gender matching. Ask the mentees and mentors to indicate their preferences for being matched with someone of the same or opposite sex when they complete their data cards.
• Standardize the grading by applying the evaluation criteria in a more consistent fashion. It may be best for the 1-hour seminar course to be graded on a pass-fail basis.
• Collect more comprehensive data beforehand to better pair students with similar interests, hobbies, gender, etc.
• Schedule a social function as the first meeting between mentors and mentees to facilitate a less anxious initial face-to-face visit.
• More thoroughly explain the concept of mentoring to assist the mentors in assessing and developing their skills. This will allow them to better understand their role and responsibilities as a mentor.
• Integrate the mentoring concept into the IPPE plan, to supplement the College's program and develop potential shadowing experiences (eg, P3 students instruct P1 students about dosage forms use; P2 students shadow P4 students on rotations).
• Revise the current course evaluation forms to better assess the program's quality. The students in PX100 and RX350 will be required to answer similar questions regarding the mentoring activities.
• Investigate methods to encourage students to maintain mentor-mentee relationships after the course requirement is completed.
CONCLUSIONS
Mentoring provides both career development and psychosocial functions and is essential to the growth and success of new professionals. Formal programs may be an acceptable means of providing the psychosocial functions of mentoring by helping to establish and develop early expectations and performance goals. Apparent gender differences may represent individual (eg, personality) or organizational (eg, corporate culture) factors more so than true differences between male and female behavior.
The interpersonal aspects of a mentoring relationship provided by a formal program may be of interest to colleges and schools of pharmacy as these relationships may directly impact recruiting and retaining studentpharmacists. Student-student mentoring may help to socialize incoming student-pharmacists to the pharmacy program, enhance their satisfaction with the instruction provided, and reduce the rate of attrition. In light of the number of women enrolling in colleges and schools of pharmacy, it may be important to consider the role of gender differences.
Although simplistic in its design, the PX100 mentoring program has received positive comments over the years and student responses indicate that it is considered a valuable experience. It appears to have met the primary goal of better preparing the preprofessional student for the expectations of the pharmacy program. With the implementation of the refinements described above, we expect the program to further enable the mentors and mentees to achieve the desired outcomes. An improved method of data collection will enhance future assessments of the program's value and quality. Additional research is warranted to measure the impact of mentoring on student recruitment and retention.
